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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 


Review and reconsideration on the merits are requested. 

The applicants gratefully acknowledge the Examiner's indication that the formal 
drawings have been approved. 

With regard to the Office's comments with respect to the specification, page 3 of the 
application has been amended to correctly identify Figure 2 instead of Figure 3 and page 1 of the 
application has been amended to capitalize the word "Kevlar" and to correctly identify Kevlar as 
an aramid. 

In response to the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §112, claims 13, 19 and 20 have been 
cancelled. 

By this amendment, the applicants have corrected claim 6 to refer to the valve as moving 
instead of the chamber. In fact, amended claim 6 is supported by the embodiment of Fig. 3 in 
which the valve moves as the arm 18 pivots. The applicants have also made an editorial change 
in claim 16 and added new claims 21-25. Claim 21 defines an embodiment of the invention in 
which the valve moves relative to the chamber. Claim 22 defines an embodiment in which the 
chamber moves relative to the valve. Claim 23-25 define the annular member in which the 
chamber is formed. 

The applicants respectfully traverse the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 for the following 
reasons. 

The rejection is premised upon the teachings of U.S. Patent 5,924,947 to Williams in 
view of U.S. Patent 4,607,662 to Hama et al. The applicants submit that the rejection is clearly 
improper. While the Williams patent teaches a hydraulically damped belt tensioner, there is no 
teaching or suggestion in the teachings of Williams taken alone or in combination with Hama et 
al. which could possibly lead a person skilled in the art to modify Williams as proposed in the 
rejection. The rejection appears to be based entirely on hindsight. ^In that regard, but for the 
present invention, the applicants submit that there is no basis in the teachings of the references 
upon which a person skilled in the art would even consider modifying Williams based upon the 
Hama et al. structure. 

The rejection suggests that it would be obvious to modify Williams to replace the ball 
valve mechanism used in that tensioner with the valve plate that is used in accordance with the 
present invention based upon the teachings of Hama et al. The applicant's submit that because 
Hama et al. relates to a device that is essentially unrelated to tensioners and because the Hama et 
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al. valve functions in a manner that is substantially unrelated to the valve plate of the invention, a 
person of ordinary skill in the art would not be led to modify the teachings of Williams in 
accordance with the rejection. 

The ball valve employed in the Williams device and the valve plate used in the present 
invention are both actuated by fluid flows. The flow of fluid in one direction unseats the ball 
valve of Williams and permits less restricted flow of a fluid whereas the flow of fluid in the 
opposite direction causes the ball valve to seat and restrict the flow of fluid. In this manner, the 
action of the tensioner is damped. By contrast, however, the Hama et al. patent illustrates a 
three-way change-over valve which is actuated by a solenoid as illustrated in Figs. 1 and 2 of the 
patent. In as much as there is no solenoid used in the present invention or in the Williams 
device, the applicant's submit that the teachings of Hama et al. cannot be reasonably combined 
with Williams to yield the hydraulically damped tensioner of the present invention. 
Additionally, the valve system illustrated in Hama et al. is not designed and would not be 
perceived to provide an analogous fluid flow induced damping as the valve plate used in the 
applicants' tensioner. 

In view of the foregoing, the applicants respectfully request that the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. §103 should be withdrawn. 

Favorable action on the merits is requested. 


Respectfully submitted, 
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